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QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

REZONING FILEMUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROFERTYEEIN

PROTESTED ~ 51 (apbeay Deive

ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)
H19, - 38~ 082

REASOMNOFFPROTEST
| protast the proposed rezoning becausea See Attachment A

Uze separala shealif nacessary

The propetly in which | own an undivided interest of at least 5194, and on behali of which this protest is being filed,
s silustad at: {(describe propedy by address and Assessor's Parcof Number}

M Qasdomainy N ook
10 - 38—~ 8o

and is now zoned R1-8 District. {in Santa Clara County)

The undhlded irberes) which | own in he propary described In the glaternent abovais a:
M Feelnterest {ownership)
[] Leasehold interest which expiras on

|:| Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESK AT {408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPOINTMENT.
Barire EralssL pmEGApietian P, B0




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This {orm must ba signed by ONE or more owiiers of an undivided intersst of at leas! 51% in the |ot ar parcal lor
which such protest Iz fited, such interest being nol merely an easament. Alenant under & leass which has @
remalning tarm of lan years or longer shall be desmed an "ownar* for purposes of Ihis protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site [s a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petiiion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officar(s) of such legal antify. When such legal enlity is a homeowner's associailon, the protest
patition shall be slgned by the duly authorlzed officer(s) of such assoclation, or, in ey fheraof, by 51% of tha
members of the association,

PRINTNAME . 3 E’B . DAYTIME _ )
%_Jmur; (4 IDAuvis TELERPHONE# 10T 559 — 10y
ADDRESS . Ty Smﬁ,q ZIF CODE
54 G,Mbmhu 13”- [m}gbml . Y=00%
SIGNATURE (Notarized) j}, - J 9/ ~ DATE
. O, Liarrd_ I3 010
PRINT NAME . DAYTIME S/
Thooas . Qt\ﬂ-u LS TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS _ CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SN &%l}m‘ﬁm“ﬁm, @QMI}‘DL” . F=00w
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) . i DATE
PRINT NAME \ _ DAYTIME i
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS \ CIry STATE 2IFCODE
smm'runE(ﬂnmnzeu\ _ DATE
FRINTNAME \ DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS \ CITY STATE ZIP GODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) \ DATE
PRINTNAME \ DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS \ Ciry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE (Notarized} \ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS \ CIY STATE ZiP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) \ DATE

Use separate sheet il naéaﬁsaw

N\

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoring Pumie=a pinGSIAp BN Aay, RAfRDeE




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

)
COUNTY OF Sgnla- L )

55,

on F-23-{2 peforeme,_James Do 5 Notary Public, personally appeared
Thowag Dovis o= Elaise Doels __ who proved fo me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person{e) whope narmels) defare pubscribed to the within instroment and
acknowledged to me that hefehefihey executed the same in hisfhar/ineir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfberftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the enfity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exequted the instrument.

I certify under PBNALTY OF FERJURY ander the laws of the State of California that the foregning
paragraph is true and correct.

hand and official seal.
Matatry Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )]
Y55
COUNTY OF }
Cn before me, ,Wotury Public, personally appeared

_, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed o the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey execubed the same in his/herftheir authorized capacityr{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the nstroment the personis), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(g) acked, evecuted the inamament.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that fhe foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

[Beal)

Motary Poblic

21243700
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest-- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) ("Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with - and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Camphell and Cambrian 36 Properly
Qwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Camphell. In October of 2006, a pefition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campheli. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed iés staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff, Councilmember Judy Chirco, cifing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concemning de-annexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Carmpbell's letter fo the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3, Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefjt My Property. My
property will not benetit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result

from the proposed Prezoning. On the confrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermare, it has not Tesolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a stream}ined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prexoning ie Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County

zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it hag not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezonine Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Cuality Act {("CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report ("EIR"} iz legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago —~ and is not current
nor accurate, Singe itz certification, new informafion of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complate is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
populatior, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). Assuch, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal, Code Regs § 15162. :

6. Public Hearing Nofice Wiolated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezening failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning nofice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owmners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recormnmended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Coundil’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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CITY OF

| O CITY OF SAN JOSE

CADNTIAL OF SILECON WALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Streat

San Jos&, CA 96113-1905

tel {408) 535-3555 fax {405) 292-6055

Webslte: www.eanjoseca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILE NUMBER ] — COUNCIL
GISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

BY.

REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTYEEING

PROTESTED . 03 Corobian e _C_@L‘a@u

ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)
A | L~37 - 020-00

REASOMOFPROTEST
| protast the proposed rezoning hecauss See Attachment A

Lzegeparaleshaat ifnecessary

The propery inwhich | own an undivided inleres! of a1 leasl 5126, and on batialf of which Lhis profestis being liled,
is siuated al: (describe properly by addrass and Assossor's Parcel Nitmiber)

603 Cariipa Vv 3 Canghel
Lo - M- 020-06

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County}

The unidivided [nierast which | own in the property described in the statemant above is a:
m Fee Intarsst [ewnership)
|:| Laasshold interest which expires on

[} oer: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zairdrg Probeupmsiiepieation Red 670200




Pege2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This farrn must ba signed by ONE or mors owaers of an undivided interes! of at |east 51% In the lol or parcel for
which such proastis filed, such intsresl being net maraly an easementi. Atenant under a lease which has a
remalning 1orm ol ten years or longer shall be desemed an *awner” for purposes of this protest. When ihe owner of
an eligibls protest site is a lagal entiliy other than a persan of parsans, ihe pratest petition shall be slgned by the
duly authorized officer(s) ol such legal enfity. When such lagal entity I8 & homaownar's assaclation, the profest
petition shall ba signed by the duly authorizad officer(s) of such associstion, of, in lleu theraof, by 512 of the
mombers of the assacialion.
){_ FRINTHNAME . . DAYTIME
'{\\é.'fﬂi wleing TELEFHONE #45g- 311 - 2433
ADDRESS CATY STATE ZIFCODE
s (G archvian _D¥ Carpolell
SIGNATURE (Notarized \P Ny e DA
iy L Wilens Eeoh 352010
PRINTNAME c DAYTIME
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Hotatlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
. TELEPHONE #
ADDARESS ity STATE ZIFCODE
SIGMATURE {Motarized) _ DATE
PRINT NARE DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAY TIVE
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS Iy STATE ZiPGODE
SIGNATURE {Motar [zed) DATE
PEINT N&ME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE {NotarTzed) DATE
Lize sapeiate sheet f nacessary

FLEASE GALL THE ARFOINTMENT DESK AT (408) §35-3555 FOR AN AFPLICATION APPOWNTMENT.
Taring ProtisL pinBEkp plcation Ry, SRR




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF g&maﬁt @/QWRZL ; -
= 3 0 before me, &WWM’}IW MNotary Public, persenally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidemca-to be the permn{ﬂ whise name{ 15,!' aea sibscribed to the within instrament and
acknawledged to me thathefshefthey executed the same in kigfherfthetr-authorized capacity(i &g} and
that by hisfher/their signature(g on the instrument the person(g), or the enlity upon behalf of which the
person@ arted, executed the Instroment.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS miy hand and official seal.
)\_Qdd*"lﬂ/ Wi ] Q&?ﬁt@ {Seal)
iNotary Public _'
STATR OF CALIFORNIA )
7 ss
COUNTY OF )
On brefore me, . Notary Public, personally appeared

. who proved tome on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare rubscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfhes/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the mstrament the person(s), or the endty upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instroment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

paragraph is troe and correct.

WITHESS my hand and official seal,

{Seal)

Motary Public

31

OLANE M, JAMES
Commisslon & 1733374
HNolary Public - Calfernio !

§anta Ctara Counly
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

1 protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of 5an Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Faves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's infended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambiian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Properiy

Owners Regpests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 2( Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Camypbell, In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary sopport from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. Asrecently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Camphbell welcomes the armexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara af an increased cost, The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the Cify’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban jsland annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided suffident analysis of what existing Iegal uses
wotuld become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act {(“CEQA™). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report ("EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1894 -- more than 16 yeazs ago - and is not current
nor acctrate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now avatlable (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent ETR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor correetions or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to

comply with the City"s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(8).




| SJO GITY OF SAN JOSE

CAMIRL OF SILCCMN VALLEY Plansing, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Sanfa Clara Streat

San Joaé, CTA 95113-1905

18} {a08) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-5055

Wehsgile: waw.sanfoseca goviplanning

FILE HUMBEHR

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

REZONING FILE WUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED L2/ Conbrion 2. Caspbegl, (A 45008
ASSESSOR'S PARGEL NUMBER(S) 12 $7- 014 - 00 ’ ' "

REASOM OF PROTEST
| protest the proposead rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separata shat if necessary

The property in which | own en undivided literest of al least 51%, and an behalf of which ihls protesi is being filed,
is situated at: {dlescribe property by address and Assossor's Parcel Number)

ezl Conston Do Corphil (A 9570K

Hig =27 -5i9-22

and s now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which i own in the property described in the statement above is a:
m Fea Inleresl {fownership)
[] Leasehold Interest which expires on

[1 Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESI AT {4068) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoning Palst pinBSARRiEn Ry, BR2008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thils farm must be shgined by ONE or more ownets of an undivided intarest of al least 51% In (he ol or parcel for
witich such protest is filed, such inferest belng nct meraly an eassmant. Alenant undera laasa which has a
remaining term of ien years or longer shall be desrsd an ‘owner” for porposes ol 1his protest. When iha owner of
an sligible protest sits is a legal entiliy othar than a persan or parsens, The protest petition shall be signed by the
duly aulharlzed ofiicerfs) of such legal entity. When such legal antily is a homaowners assoclalion, the protest
petilion shall be signed by the duly autharized officer(s) of such assoclation, ar, in liau theraol, try 51% of the
rembers of the assockallan,

PRINT NAME, DAYTIME N
EONJ gl €t e pn 7 TELEPHDNE#qug TS50 5Y
ADDRESS .. STATE ZIPCODE
Gl bmp.- D &Mpbdﬂ Cip S Stog

SIGNAWHE[Nutarized}f ( !f ‘ DATE ?- 72 [
- | o
DAYTIME

PRINTRNAME —T 2, V /7’ .{::L( ) Teigpiones Y2t SS 1-615Y

ADLAESS STATE ZIPCOD
ész éﬂ—}"‘.‘(é‘f!% .Prr ﬂ’—mg?fi«:f{ Gl 547,
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed AT
( ) /W E:?_, 22 -6
PRINT NAME DAYT[ME
/ TELEFHDNE#

ADDRESS STATE ZiPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) * _ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP GODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAY TIVE

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCOUE
SIGNATURE ({Notatized) DATE

Usesoparate sheet Nnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zonlng FralesL pmESPopEaaien Aoy, 22008
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service, As stch, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island armexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375 3(b)(6).

4 Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitéed and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me fo understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA"}. the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complefe on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor acctirate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the {ime the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastrocture etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addenduum to the EIR s
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

a. Public Hearing Notice Violat ' d St ) i . Natice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF

| S JOS clﬁ OF SAN JOSE

CANITAL OF SILICON YALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 Eazt Sanla Clara Stresl

San Josa, CA 95113-1505

121 {308) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Websita: www.sanjoseca goviplanning

FILE NUMBER
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL

- PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPEATRY BEIN -
¥ [provesteD 424 E;.‘ﬁ; Df,. Conplll A4
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) 4/ 12 ~39 =000
REASONOFPROTEST

See Attachment A

| protast the proposed rezoning bacause

|Jsa separate shosl If necessary

The property in which | own an undividad interast of at leasl 51%, and an bahall of which this protest |s baing filed,
is siluabed agrﬂes trlbe progerly by address and Aszessors Parcel Numbar)

‘}" ‘f,?é uir‘;/aj [ r. /xu-_&-’f/a (ﬁ
L2 — 39— 0Y0~9D

and is now zoned R1-8 District. {in Santa Clara County}

The undivided interest which | own in fhe property deseribed in ihe statement above 15 2.
J Fee Inleres! {ownership)

[T] Leasehold Interest which expires on

[___| Other: fexplain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonirg ProtePLpASIApRLcelen Flary, BRI



Page2

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thia form must be signed by ONE or more ownars of an undivided Interest of at lsast 5% inthe lat or parcel for
which such protes! is fled, such interest being not marsly an easement. Atenant under 2 lease which has a
remaifing dern of tan years or langer shall ba deemed an *owner™ for purposes of this profest. Whan the owner of
an sligitile protost sita is a legal entitiy other than a parson or persons, The protest palillon shall ba signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of suchlegal entity. Whan such (egal entity 1s 2 homeowiner's assaciation, the protest
petilion shall be sighed by the duly aulhovized ofiicer{s) of such association, or, in lieu Iheraof, by 51% of the
members of the aszociation.

PRINTNAME DAYTIME
¥ e N J-\E’,»c*r‘;:_- TELEPHONE # 78R 27~ 8 { &

e DL, O,

CImyY STATE iP CODE
(.di wﬂ;‘j‘r)‘f C?j KT oy

%TE
PR T HD O

smn@ﬂo H2g
PRINTNAME fa%
Tulie, _S EJ‘;L'J,'DFI

DAYTIME

TELEPHONE# F0F¥-%0F-373 1
ADDRESS Ty STATE ZIPCORE

F2rl  RNoallag By Covnyabell ¢ G500K
SIGNATURE (Notatized) ! DATE
_ S¥pfive §-27-goi°

PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEFHONE #
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZIPCDDE
SIGNATURE (Notarzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADLRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed} DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE 7IP CODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE

Llze separale shieed ¥ nacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESHK AT {408) 535-1555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zocdng Prenealpmsshppboation B, GRS




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

CoUNTY OF Davta Clorng )

EBS,

T

(
DII__,‘{ -2~ before meﬁ' chelle Antenowr €Y jotary Public, personally appeared
Julte & Sexton € Martin 3. Sewton , who proved to me on the hasis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instriment amnd
acknowledged to me that kefshe/they executed the same in Mefhar/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfhes/their signature(s) cn the instrument the person(s), or the entity upen behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certity under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Calitornia that the foregoing
paragraph 15 frie and correct. ' ,

“MIGHELLE ANTONDWICZ
Commission # 1851839

. SR Nolary Public - Callfernia
WITHESS my hand and cfficial seal. ey Santa Clara County =
M . = My Comm, Exelras Jon 1, 2073 E
@Wﬂ? (seal)
Notary Public '
STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
) =S
COUNTY OF }
Cn before me, » Notary Public, personally appearad

_ wha proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-o be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me Mat hefshefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personis) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF FERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correck,

WITHESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

3701
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ATTACHMENT

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Coundil to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} (“Prezoning™) that would result in the rezaning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference fo the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Profest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjinction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant fo Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commaonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of San Jose,

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
QOwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort injtiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners fo annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be armexed to the City of
Campbell, In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirce, citing an inapplicable 1964 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing respense, both
Camphbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners' interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
tneguivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Camphell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket infa our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference ¢o be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Eenefit My Property. My
propetty will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost, The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitied and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what nses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

a. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Cuuality Act (“CEQA™). the City of 5an Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- moie than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since iis certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR wag
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrashructure efc). As sirch,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. :

. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the

Ean Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommerided the Prezoning for the City Couneil’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and vold and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




- eIy OF _
E CITY OF SAN JOSE

. et Flanning, Bullding and Code Enforcerment

CAFITAL ©3F SICICON PALLEY
200 East Santa Clara Sirest

Ban José, CA 25113-1805
tel {108) 535-3555 fax (406) 202-6055
Wabsite: wvw. ranjosaca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER

QUAD # ZOMNNG GENERAL DATE -
- PLAN -

REZOMNING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED 1720 Uinian A\&rﬁmbﬁ_fﬂr YL

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL MUMBER(S}
T Peee  BPepr. 1007 Dancel Noadet H1Z2-24 -04 4-00
REASONOFFROTEST

See Attachment A

I prolast Ine ptoposad rezoning becauss

Usa separaie sheet if necassary

Tha property [n which | cwn an undivided Intarest of al least 514, and an behalf of which this protest is belng Itled,
& siluatad al: {describe propenty by adilregs and Assassors Parcel Number)

i U PAT Amw“;ﬂﬁ Qsol . Lowip Belwees

5e - fig Creeh Pocch,
g~ 24— pld

and Is now zoned R1-8 Distiict, {in Santa Clara CD‘I.]HW)_

The undivided [nlerest which | own in tha property describad in the stalemenl ebove |5 a:

M&a Interest fownership)

[[] Lessahold interesi which expires on

[C] oter: (exptam)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 5353055 EOH AN APPLICATION AFPOINTMENT.
. Zaning Pt am B paelion o BRH0E




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or maore owners of an undividad interes! o al least 51% in the (ol or parcel lor
which such proteslis liled, such intarest being nol merely an easemeant. A tanant under a lesss which has a
ramaining lerm of len years of longer shall be deemed an *owner® for purposes of thls protest, When ike owner of
an aligible protesl sile is a legal enliliy olher than a persain or persons, 1he protssi pelllion shall be signed by the
duly authorzed officer(s) of such lagal enlily. Whan such lega! enlily & a homseowner's associailan, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly autharizad officer(s) of such assoelallon, or, in lisutheraot, by 51% ol the
meinbars ofthe association.
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
clal TeLePHONE# Y T8 &
ADDRESS ClTY STATE ZIPCODE
yZa earobdl (A ut]
SIG ari DATE
W (L 9/27/2310
PRINTMNAME / - DAYTIME VA
TELEFHOWE#
ADDRESS CimyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notay (zed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME#
ADDAESS oY STATE 21IF CODE
SIGMATURE (Notarlzed) _ DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDHESS CITY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME#
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIFCODE
SIGMATURE {Notarlzed) ' DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOWE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE {Motarized) DATE
Uzasaparate sheot ifnecessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-2555 FOR AN APPLICATICHN AFPDINTMENT.
Zordng PicasL a5 Ap el Fnd &nR008




STATE OF CALIPORNIA )

counry oF_ MR (U )

On 4[?/1{ (o Dbrefore me, M ’z"; wﬂb , Notary Public, personally appeared

oD - Chcth , who proved to me on the basis of
satsfactory evidence-to be the persan{s) whose name{s) isfare subscribed to the within instrament and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instrument.

T cartify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph 15 brue and correct. : —

T M. 5, LUCIO
(A¥Y Commission # 1796411
[} Nolary Publle - Califorma &
Santa Clara Counly -

WITINESS my;hand and official seal, Lt

22,2012
{Seal)
STATE OF CALIFORMIA 1
J::
COUNTY OF }
Cn betore me, . Matary Public, personally appeared

. who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-tn be the person(s) whose namefs) lsfare subpcribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me thar hefshe/they executed the same In histherftheir autherized capacityiies), and
that by his/het/their signatare(s) on the instrement the person(s), or the enlity upen behalf of which the
personis) acted, executed fhe Instroment,

I certify nnder PENALTY O FERJURY under the laws of the Siate of Califernia that the faregoing
patagraph is booe and correct.

WITNESS miy hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Hotary Public

H194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST AFPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (*Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my propetty to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Witheut Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and bordets both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a vnilateral effort injtiated by the City
of San Joge to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Camphell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex {Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dafed September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 434
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be paxt of Campbell.” '

3. Frezoning Will Result in Anpexation that Will Not Benefit My Propexty. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the Cify’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the eriteria get forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities efc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEQA, Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Envircnmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance {o the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. lic Hearing Natice Vicla ity and State Notice Require . Wotice for the
.San Jose Plannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Flanning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended ¢the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CI'T¥ OF

SANJOSE -

Planining, Bullding and Coda Enforcemeant
200 East Sanla Clara Straet

San Josd, CA 951131905

tel (408) 535-3565 fax (408B) 262-6055
wehslle; www.san]oseca.gov/planning

CAPTTAL OF SILHCON YALLEY

FLENUMEECR
LISTRICT

QUAD# ZONING GENERAL DATE
- PLAN : By

REZONING FILENUMBER -

f ?E%%QFPH?PEWBE'NG 500 CAMARIAN DR . CAMPRELL CA. 95008
x_ ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S) q (9.-39-00 - 00 '

REASON OF PROTEST

| pratest the ptoposed razoning bacause

See Attachment A

Use saparats sheelif necassary
/ The property inwhich | own an undlvided inlerest of at lsast 51%, and on behalf of which this protest (= being {lled,

is siluated at; (desctlbe property by addrass and Assegsors Parcel Number)
520 CAmbrAn D2, CANY BEli. Ca. 12000

Pﬂvr‘&l [~ 3 ff-[-—[ 2 -A94-00t- 00

. end s now soned R1-8 Disirict. (in Santa Clar County)

The undivided interestwhich | own In the property described in tha stalement above is a:

x E/Faa Interest {ownership)

[] Leasehold inleres! which explres on

[] Other:(expla)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESI AT (408) 535-2555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zordrg ProlesLpmESAppEalion Rey. B2RLIE




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be sigried by ONE or more awners of an undivided Interest of at lvasi 51% In the loi or parcel for
which guch protest |s filed, such interas! baing notmerely an easemsnt. Atenant undera taasa which has &
ramaining lerm of tan years or longer shall be deemad an =owner {or purposes of this prolest. When the owner of
an aligible protest site is a lbgal entitiy other than a pefson or Parsons, iha protest pafition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such lagal entily. Whan such legal enlity is a homeowner's asgocialion, the protest
potition shall bo slgned by the duly authorized officer(s) of sich assacialion, or, in fiel theraot, by 51% of the
mermbers of the associatlan.

PRINT NAME DAYTIME ]
THEMAS T, CarmaTy L EPHonE# SH00 794 2454
ACDRESS Cl STATE IPCODE
526 CAMBEIAN TR2, CAPBEL- s, L oRE,
SIGHATURE {Motarized) ' DATE
72N D527 /4
PRINT NAME /. — DAYTIME
ANN M. DURMING TELEPHONE # H0B-tHO - XTE
ADDRESS CiTY STATE IPCODE
5210 skl D, B PRELL CA;. Ci‘ZE-c:-DE:
SIGNATURE (Notarized * DATE
/ 0727 /0
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarfzed) _ DATE
ERINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS Cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT NARE DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS CmY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use saparate sheal if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APEQINTMENT CESK AT {108} 535-2555 FOR AN APPLICATION APFOINTMENT.
Zonlng PralasL pmbSkp plcslion. Aay. SIE2I0H



STATE QF CALIFORNIA, )

) ss
COUNTY OF QNTD Cupa ) )

On__q{'m ' t before ine, h 6 wm » Wotary Public, personally appeared

g PN MAMHE D_uﬂﬂf_ﬁ.@, who proved to me on the basis of
sutisfactory evidence-to he the persons) whose narne(s) isfare subscribed to the within instriment st
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey exeruted the same in hisfherfiheir autherized capacity(ies), and
that by his/herftheir signahure(s} on the instrament the person(s}, or the entity upon behalf of which the
persony(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph {3 true and carrect. PR

=TT, M. §. LUCID
AP commisslon # 1794411
1 nolary Public - Calliomta
sanlg Clarg Sounty =

22,2002

WITIESS my hand and pfficial seal.

{Seal)
STATE QF CALIFORNIA )
) s
COUNTY OF )
On before me, _, Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved io me on the basis of
sakisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name{s) isfare subscribed to the within instriment and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they exemited the same in hisfherftheir anthorized capacity(ies), and
fhat by hisfherftheir signatre(s) on the ingtrument the person(s), or the entily upon behalf of which the
personds) acted, executed the instrument.

I eertify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the forepoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITMESS my hand and official seal.

(Sexl)
MNotary Public

204943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPFLICATION

I protest—- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Directer
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) {"Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference fo the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is 2 necessary prerequisite {o - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” anmexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my properéy and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Froperfy
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
bath, the Cify of Camphell and Cambrian 36 property owners io annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented fo the City of Campbell asking that it be apnexed to the City of
Campbell. InTesponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezoning Will Result in Anmexation that Will Not Benefit My Properfy. My
property will not benefit from the City of Gan Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire




Residental

service. As such, the City’s infended anmexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation purstiant to Government Code § 563753 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staif Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nar has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities efc. Further, it has not pravided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmenial review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s atfempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadeqiiate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago - and is not current
not accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the fime the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastruchure efc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include newr
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162, : :

b. lic Hearing Notice Yiolated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning nofice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficlent notice as well as lack of staff analysis and imadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval, As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommencation is null and veid and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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1el {408) 535-3555 fax (408) 242-6055

Webslte: www. sanjosaca nov/planning

ZONING PFIDTESTAPPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNGIL
DISTRICT
GUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAM

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDHESSDFFHDPEF{T‘I’EEING — p
PRCTESTED A 79 CAMAR 14n Dﬁl @iﬁpb&“ CA  §s 608

ASBESS0RS PARCEL NUMBER(S) L;" -l'rg:l “"‘3? "‘Gft; - ad

REASOMOFPFROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning hecause See Attachment A

Usossparatashest if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interesl ol al leas! 51%, and on behalf of which this protes! is belng fHlad,
5 siluated at: (describe proparty by addrags and Aseossor's Parcel Number)

679 Cambridv Do Cavipbsl] CA 950§
Fﬁaqﬂ L1~ 37 ~0lK-0

and |s now zoned R1-8 District. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided lntarasi which | ownin The property desaribad In the staterment above s a;
m Fealntarest (ownership]
|:| Laasehold interest which expires on

[C] oher: texpiain)

PLEASE GALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

“Zoning Piotet pmthAppEoalion R 6/2F2008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be slgned by ONE ar more awners ol an undivided Inlarest of at least 51% in Lhe ot or parcs! for
which such prolesl is liled, such interast baing noi maraly an easement. A {erant under e lease which has s
rernalning term of len years or langer shall be deemed an "owner” for purposes of 1hls pratest. When the owner ol
an ellgible profest sile is a legal antiliy other than a person or parsons, the prolest pelilion shall ba signed by the
duly aulhorized officer{s) of such legal entily. When such lagal aniily is a homeowner's assaclallan, the prolest
patilion shall be signed by the duly authorlzed oflicer(s) of such associalion, or, in lieuiheraol, by 51% ofthe
members of ithe associalion. '
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PRINT NAME DAVTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) _ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE # .
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CCDE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed} DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS GITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separaie shest if necessary

PLEASE CALLTHE APFOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zordre Pralbek pii G5 pEsston B, B0




STATE CF CALIFORNIA )

1 X
coontyor SANTA CLMA y

On q {lg( F‘ befoe me, M*‘:L wa'b , Notary Public, personally appeaved
. RN Ve, - , who proved to me on the basis of ;

satisfactory evidenceto be the persen(s) whose name{gHa/gExubsoibed o the within instroment and

acknowledged to me that hefshefifggpexecuted the same in hisfherfieifaurhorized capacity{ies), and

that by hi%e;é{!bﬂ@gnahtre{s} on the insirument the peraon(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the

personis) acted; executbed the insbrument.

I certify wnder PENALTY QR PERJURY under the laws of the State of Callfornda that the t’cregﬁing
paragraph is trae and correct. ;

M. §. LUCIO
¥ Commiztion # 1796471

WITMESS my liand and offical seal. _ ' e ; santa Clara Gourly
22,2012

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )]
) &6
COUNTY OF )
i
;
On before me, » Notary Public, personally appeared

. who proved bo me on the basls of

satafactory evidencedo be the personfs) whose name(s) isfare subscribed fo the within instrument and

arknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same In histherftheir avthorized capacity{ies), and

that by hisfher/thelr signabure(s) on the instument the persan(g), or the entity upon behalf of which the .
persan(s) acted, executed the instriment.

T certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY uwnder the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITIWESS my hand and official seal. [

{Seal)

Motary Public

20154370.1




Residentizl
ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST ATPPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council o deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} (“Prezoning®) that woiuld result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of 5an Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known ag Cambrian 34,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2 Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of 11 ri Ir

Ownerg Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In QOctober of 2006, a pelition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, ¢ifing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite thiz disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letfer fo the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian §36
pocket into our city. The regidents have Campbell mailing addresses, idenéify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

K} Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit by Properéy. My
properéy will not benefit from the City of San Jose's infended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we eurrently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’'s intended anmexation would not qualify for a sireamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375 .3 because it does not meet
the eriteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}{8).

4 Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
properby’s existing zoning, MNor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

g, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Envirommental
Ouality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available {(guch as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provigion of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very mininrum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

a. Public Hearin ice Vil ity and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission Augnst 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requiremenis. Despite repeated requesis for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refuged to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Plarming
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




Crry ar

| SAN JOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAVTTAL OF SIL0C0W WALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enfarcement
200 East Santa Clara Strest

San José, CA §5113-1905

tel (108) 535-3656 fax {208} 282-6055

Wehslte: wynwaanjoseca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICAT

L

ION

COUNCIL
DISTRICT

QUAD 2 ZONING GENERAL DATE

FILE NUMBER

REZONINGFILENUMBER

st

LADDRESS OF FROPERTY BEING

WleaotesteD ® 68l Carnbrian rive ,Campbell, A T
ASSESSORE PARCELHUMBER(S) HE 4 ‘

— — O O
REASONCFPROTEST 4 j 9 Ci

D08

e

| prolest the proposed rezaning because See Attachment A

LIsaseparate sheet | necaszary

The propsriy in which | own an undivided intergs! of at least 51%, and on behall of which thls protest is being filed,
i silualed al: {descrbe propenty by addrazs and Assessor's Parcel Nimrber)

¥ 226 Counb siars DEA%Y (}tm,ﬂéy(/; (1A g5z0%
Paccg | # 1/8-491-009

and i now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | wn in the propery described In the stalemant above 1s a:
.ﬁ/ Fee Interesl {fownershig)

[] Lessehold interest which explres on

D Qlher: {expfain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} $35-3555 FCR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zonbng Punlsal pmESAR PO N Fey. G228




Page2 : ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This formmust be signad by ONE or more ownars of an undividad Inlerest of at Jeast 51% in the [0l or parcel for
whieh such protest s filed, such interast being nol merely an easement. A tenanl under a leags which has a
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peliion shall be signed by lhe duly aulkorized oflicer(s) of such agsoclalion, or, in lfiau thereo!, by 51% of the
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I proftest-- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
iny property to R-1-5 Single-Pamily Residence Zoning District upon annexation o the
City of San Jose for the following seasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban packet” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gioss acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincerporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
ity of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicés City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owmers Requests. The Prezoning ig the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of 5an Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff, Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivocal, Asrecently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Pr i Il Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. M
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currenily provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analygfs of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staff hasnot provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
dengities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal nses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Envirpnmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA™), the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the BIR wag
certified as complete is now available {such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to inclade new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Cade Regs § 15162,

0. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to

comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property awners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral requeest and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As zuch, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation f2 null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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See Attachment A
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Page2 _ ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signad by ONE or mara owners of an undivided interesl of at [sast 51% [h the lat or pareel for
which such protest |5 filed, such Inerest baing not meraly an sagamant. A lanant under a lease which has a
fomalnlng term of fer years or longer shall be desmed an "owner® for purposes of this prolesl When the owner of
an allgibls protas] sle is a tegal anlitiy olher than a parson or persons, the pratast pelilion shell be signed by the
duly auiharized officer(s) of such lagal enlliy. When such legal anlily iz a homeowner's assoclallon, the protast
pelilion shall be signed by the duly avthorized officar(z) of such assaciallon, or, in Feu theraof, by 51% of the
rnambears allhe assockalan,
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5TATE OF CALIECRNIA J

counTy 0F_Sont i C[ﬂM\, ; =

on_ 4-27— W hefore me, Mi dhell & Adones é,lI:J otary Public, personally appeared

Dauwrd N, House - , who proved to me on the basis of
satistactory evidence-to be the p\érmnis'j whose nameiZ] isfave subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthay execubed the same in hisfherfthair authorized capacityfies), and
fhat by hisfetftheir signaiurefsy-on the inshument the persan(y), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personisy acted, executed the Instrurment.

I certify nnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Siate of California that the foregoing
paragraph Is trite and correct.

Gommlssion # 1051830
Motary Publle - Galilesala g

aae Sanla Clara Counly :

R/A2 ‘ 12 e a2l

- e aaaasasds
Notary Public _

WITMESS my hand and official seal.

STATH OF CALIFORNIA )
. ) ss
COUNTY OF 3
On before me, , Motary Public, personally appeared

_who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subseribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacify(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature{s) on the instrument the parson(s), or the entity upon hehatf of which the
peison(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 eertify under PRNALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is lue and correch.

WITHESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Motary Public

HIMEY
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST AFPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File Na. C10-010) ("Prezoning™} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference o the following facts;

1. Prezoning P the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended séreamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.2) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my propeciy and borders both the City of Campbell and the
Ciky of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose o annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated degive of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners o annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell, In Qctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Joze dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our cify, The regidents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with,
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Irezoning Will Result in Annexation fhat Wili Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Joses intended annexation that will resulé
from the propesed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
gervices received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we carrently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditicnal
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Joses attempted relfance on the San José 202¢
General Plan Environmental Tmpact Repert (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructore ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order o include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make miner eorrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

b, Public Hearin ice Violated City and tice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commuission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Jack of gtaff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Flanning
Comimission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




